
Introduction

This chapter addresses the question of how change at the international system
level has produced those political outcomes related to European security and
defence design post-Cold War. It is both a description and an evaluation of the
way in which Europe’s security arena has changed, as well as an attempt to come
to terms with the process that led to the ‘internalisation’ of system change. By
‘internalisation’ we mean the process – or better, the causal relationship –
between system change and policy response. Our argument is that the nature of
the post-Cold War systemic reality has been instrumental in sustaining and even
increasing actors’ faith in co-operative frameworks and in further advancing
rule-governing state behaviour and interaction in the European region. The dis-
cussion aims at assessing not only the impact of change on the Union per se, but
also the way change has been translated into policies and strategies that led to
the further transformation of the European institutional environment in the
field of security and defence. In particular, the argument put forward is that the
nature of the new systemic reality in Europe, contrary to realist and neo-realist
predictions, can be conducive to the efforts of EU member states to formulate
norms and rules which can promote co-operative state behaviour and advance
the integration process – slowly and painfully – in foreign and security policy.
The analysis deals with the theoretical debate in the field and aims at tracing the
defining features of the ‘new European order’. Concepts such as globalisation,
multipolarity, anarchy, national interests, roles and identities are examined,
albeit briefly, in an attempt to understand the structure of the European regional
subsystem in relation to state behaviour and interaction.

Although highly unoriginal, there is no other way but to indicate, right
from the beginning, that the geopolitical earthquake of 1989–91, which entailed
the demise of communism and ignited a process of dissolution of the CEE order,
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has also eliminated the basic elements of the postwar global as well as regional
structure. History and geography, which tight bipolarity had kept in limbo for
over forty years, have re-emerged as factors reconstituting Europe’s identity. The
scope of political change, the rapidity with which events become known at the
global scale, and the complexities involved in trying to understand the new
security challenges, have been and continue to be discussed. Our traditional
conception of the classic factors of power in analysing and explaining the chang-
ing security environment is still relevant. The difference today, as Dewitt put it,
is ‘the reach of impact, the complexity of the causal process, the range and capa-
bilities of actors involved, and the acknowledgement that threat and response
are no longer within the sole or even primary purview of the military’.1

Against this background, the discussion in the following pages addresses
two important dimensions of current international concern. The first is the
evolution of the European security system in the new millennium, taking
account of the changing properties of world politics since the collapse of bipo-
larity and attempting to assess the extent to which structure, power and actors
have been assigned new meanings under the impact of uncertainty and unpre-
dictability following the tectonic shifts in world affairs. Second is the extent to
which the strategic ramifications of the new geopolitical realities and the new
security challenges, although lacking a unified concept of threat, can adequately
‘provide’ rules for state interaction and, crucially, for reinforcing the ‘institu-
tionalisation’ of security. Moreover, can process and institutions be instrumen-
tal in redefining identities and interests towards a less competitive and even
non-conflictual European system, especially when – as in the case of the Union
– the negative impact of international anarchy is neutralised by the long-term
experience of co-operative institutional frameworks of normative interaction?
In the context of the latter, the analysis in this and in Chapter 6 is directed
towards the examination of (not only) EU institutional response and adapta-
tion to the new structural elements, but also towards assessing the development
of strategies, both national and institutional, as well as the formulation of
effective policies.

The overall question is one of rationale in the context of security elusiveness
in a turbulent world. A discussion of key components of national and institu-
tional policy-making and of the key transformation elements that crowd the new
European security agenda contributes to this overall understanding. Common
themes involve debates about stability and instability; continuity and change;
multipolarity and leadership; co-operation and discord; power capabilities and
patterns of behaviour.

Rethinking security

The dramatic change of international systemic polarity clearly reflects the devel-
opment of new structural variables as products of trends aiming at revising
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institutional entities and state policies. These trends can be seen as directly
linked to problems and challenges of redefining basic tools of analysis: structure
and the nature of the system, national interest, state sovereignty and power. In
this context, any discussion about the prospects of a new system of collective
security in Europe – as they have been expressed through the decisions taken in
Maastricht, Amsterdam, Berlin and Madrid – should take account of the con-
stituent elements of change that produced the ‘new order’.2

With respect to the international system, the term ‘structure’ refers to the
ordering of principles and priorities, as well as to the distribution of capabilities
among units that lead to the various forms of polarity. Among the several uncer-
tainties arising from the new structure, there is one persisting ‘certainty’: the
anarchical nature of the international system. Anarchy has been constant
throughout the history of the interstate system. At the same time, the range of
options available to any state is constrained by the international distribution of
power.3 That a multipolar order has succeeded the bipolar one is clear, and so is
the fact that the emerging multipolarity will differ markedly from the multipo-
larity of previous eras. Whereas the multipolarity of the 1970s and 1980s took
on meaning within the broader context of persisting bipolarity, the multipolar-
ity of the 1990s and (possibly) beyond does not do so.4 During the Cold War, the
Union and Japan were great powers when judged by their economic productiv-
ity, trade balances and financial surpluses; but they were scarcely such when
judged by their continued security dependence on the US. Post-1989, these
actors could be great powers not only in the economic sense, but also because
the political impact of their economic power will no longer be qualified by a
security dependence that imposes substantial constraints on their freedom of
action in foreign policy.

The 1991 Gulf War had complicated things, for in the midst of the dust
and fire, the rhetoric of American politics turned to talk of a ‘new world order’.
This phrase has come to symbolise, for many, a set of expectations and hopes, few
of them terribly clear or well articulated, and even fewer so far fulfilled. If there
is to be a new order, it will have to emerge not simply out of the ashes of the
old, but rather in a dynamic tension with the powerful legacy of great-power war
and resulting international institution-building during this century. There is,
therefore, a critical evaluation problem, which is linked to the need for concep-
tualising the changing European order. It is of paramount importance to identify
the nature of the post-Cold War order in Europe, and at the same time to trace
the implications of systemic change both for the order itself – as a structural
construction – as well as for the state units that lend legitimacy to that order.

According to Smith, there are essentially four dimensions to this probléma-
tique. The first has to do with the nature and character of ‘order’ in general. The
second has to do with the concept of change. The third concerns the response(s)
to the process and the products of change, and the fourth addresses ‘the issue of
impact, and the ways in which changes in the order and in the actions of major
participants feed into further processes of change’, which influence both the
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nature of the whole (system) and the behaviour of the parts (state or other
units).5 At an empirical level, the changing nature of the order can be linked to
a series of important developments. First and foremost, it is the existence of
structural change that produces a rearrangement of European state relation-
ships, especially in the field of world economy. More and more, ‘globalisation’
enhances the interdependence of national economies and undermines the tradi-
tional relationship between state power and the market. Globalising production
and global finance transform global economy into a system of ‘governance
without government’.6 As noted briefly by Cox:

there is a transnational process of consensus formation among the official caretak-
ers of the global economy. This process generates consensual guidelines, under-
pinned by an ideology of globalisation, that are transmitted into the policy-making
channels of national governments and big corporations . . . The structural impact
on national governments of this global centralisation of influence over policy can
be called the internationalising of the state. Its common feature is to convert the
state into an agency for adjusting national economic practices and policies to the
perceived exigencies of the global economy.7

An important implication of Cox’s argument is that the state becomes a
transmission belt from the global to the national economy, ‘where heretofore it
had acted as the bulwark defending domestic welfare from external distur-
bances’.8 As he points out, ‘different forms of state facilitate this tightening of the
global/local relationship for countries occupying different positions in the
global system’.9 In this context, Held argues that relations of economic, political
and cultural interdependencies across the globe – and more so in Europe – are
undermining the sovereignty and autonomy of states in all aspects of their secu-
rity (and elsewhere).10 Closely linked with this process is the emergence of new
states in Europe, and hence the need to trace the components of the new Euro-
pean system. At the same time, revision of the economic and security status
outside Europe has raised questions about the boundaries of the system and the
interests of European state actors. More often than in the past, there are new
and sometimes unexpected linkages between political, security and economic
concerns that increasingly undermine the capacity of states, as foreign policy
actors, both to recognise and to respond to new challenges and needs for
(collective) action. Finally, there has been a major institutional challenge relat-
ing to the adequacy of existing institutions for concerted international action,
as well as to the potential for co-ordination between state and non-state forces,
transnational or subnational.

This last issue is of paramount importance for Europe: European transna-
tional forces, combined with fragmenting subnational ones, create ambiguity
and fluidity; the Union forms an ‘island of peace’: a unity of transnational net-
works and a common retrenchment from a violent periphery. Paradoxically,
however, these processes are also reproduced within the single state with
national networks, security zones and areas of violence. Transnational forces
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and the growth of cosmopolitanism have weakened the nation-state, but this
challenge has led to the emergence of nationalist reactions and the legitimation
of subnational secessionist forces. As Hassner put it, ‘the nation-state is both
obsolete and obstinate’.11 In Western Europe, the challenge to the nation-state
comes primarily from the process of integration and globalisation; in the his-
torically imperial Eastern Europe, the challenge comes from a reconstructed
national–romanic ethic primordialism, which could lead to the disconnection
of the assumed unity of state and nation. As the locus of international security
shifts in practice from state to nation, the unchallenged, and uncritical, accep-
tance of the unity of state and nation has become problematic. The amalgam of
state/sovereignty is contested within and across international boundaries, as it
is confronted by a competing amalgam: nation/identity. The implication is that,
although the state remains a central actor in the international system, it is not
the sole actor in the area of security. Ethnonationalism and identity politics also
have system-transforming effects in international relations.12

In attempting to respond appropriately to the new conceptual and, eventu-
ally, policy challenges, we must do more than merely add new issues to the
global agenda. Our thinking about the nature and pursuit of security must
change. The attempt to understand the new European order and security should
take account of its geographical and functional scope, its degree of institution-
alisation, its strength and fragility and its ideological and normative elements.
While the collapse of the Soviet bloc and accelerating globalisation have funda-
mentally altered the structure of geopolitics, ‘our conceptual frameworks and
menu of policy prescriptions are indelibly infused with a Cold War political
logic’.13 The definition of security issues, the way in which they were analysed,
and the policies that resulted were the products of the dominant geopolitical
and ideological environment. Consequently, security was understood primarily
in military terms, and security studies fixated on the problem of achieving and
maintaining a stable balance of nuclear and conventional forces between two
ideological–political blocs. The militarised conception of security that
grounded international relations during the Cold War is being challenged
simultaneously both by multifaceted and holistic conceptions.14

The collapse of communism, and with it of Soviet hegemony in CEE,
removed the immediate military threat. A threat to national security no longer
necessarily evokes images of invading armies. The concepts, labels and even
norms to which those in the Western security community have grown accus-
tomed over the past fifty years are no longer so clearly applicable. While the mil-
itary dimension of security is no less important in the post-Cold War
environment, there are clear limitations on the application of conventional
interstate-level analysis to the examination of international security in general,
and European security in particular. Strategic studies are now viewed as focus-
ing on more than the use of military force; security no longer presumes a prin-
cipal concentration on challenges to a government and country from outside its
borders; conflict no longer necessarily means only the violence of armed force;
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central governments are no longer viewed as the sole legitimate authorities for
the use of coercive means; and defence no longer presumes that military force is
either the first or the most appropriate instrument for action.

All this amply proves that Laidi is right in stressing that the ‘reconstruction
of meaning or purpose’ and its linking up with the exercise of (military) power
cannot be settled through ‘any ideological or teleological deintoxication which
the proponents of Popper’s open society seem to be advocating at times’.15 For all
that, the divergence between meaning and power cannot be reduced to the ten-
sion between the integrative logic of the economy and the disintegrative
dynamic of identity. It triggers off a ‘chain’ reaction affecting all the factors
related to the exercise of political sovereignty, the most important being the
military instrument. Russia provides the best example: while it remains by far
the leading military power in Europe, the way we view the collapse of Russian
power is governed less by its inherent weaknesses than by the fact that, today,
there is no underlying plan to this power. This leads us to the commonplace but
nonetheless essential observation that a military power, no matter how large,
suffers a considerable loss of meaning the moment it is unable to connect power
with a military policy.16 The divergence between military power and military
policy affects not just Russia but also, albeit to a lesser extent, the US and the
other European powers.

Moreover, the replacement of the major military threat from the East by
multilevel and multidirectional threats, though admittedly of lower tension, has
lent great fluidity and instability to the European security system, which was not
well equipped, in terms of policies, competences and institutions, to deal with
it. The avalanche of change has clearly demonstrated the difficulties in meeting
the new problems that have arisen from the debris of the old order. Instability
and a perception of insecurity have resulted from the change in the power struc-
ture and ideological configuration of the international system caused by the col-
lapse of the entire deterrence regime as previously defined; namely, the
encompassing of those norms, rules and procedures, which provided for the
system’s governance. It may well be true that the end of the Cold War provides
an opportunity to raise the strategic threshold and thereby reduce substantially
the possibility of a global conflict; and while this may be true for Europe, one
should not be too sanguine about the prospects for a ‘peace dividend’ in many
parts of the world, some of them being worryingly close to or even inside the
‘European perimeter’.

For all that, the new Europe makes prediction about the course of interna-
tional politics difficult. Ambiguity and the dynamics of transformation pervade
the immense and unique problems posed in the post-Cold War world by the
challenge of achieving security. In the 1990s, policy-makers confronted circum-
stances that were more diffuse, multiple and uncertain than those faced by ear-
lier generations. The ending of the Cold War has loosened the bonds of
patron–client politics, thereby giving licence to the rise of micronationalisms,
encouragement to narrow sectoral interests, and legitimacy to unilateral efforts
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to redraw subnational, national and even international boundaries. The rules
are yet to be defined, where the true nature of threats remain shrouded by their
multiplicity and complexity, and where it is hard to judge what constitutes win-
ning and losing.17 In straightforward terms, the end of the Cold War has
removed the ultima ratio for crude distinctions not only between friends and
foes, but also between primary and secondary conflicts. The result has been a
structural modification of the international stakes, from a vertical pattern (con-
flicts are not all of equal importance) to a more horizontal logic (conflicts are
too complex and too specific for their settlement to be fungible).18

Security challenges become even more complex when one turns to those
issues that may not directly challenge the viability of the state in traditional
terms, but that may nevertheless undermine its sovereignty, compromise its
ability to control the penetrability of its borders, and exacerbate relations,
whether between groups within the polity or between states within the
regional or global system. Increasingly, it is argued that individual and collec-
tive security are dependent on our ability to confront the new challenges.
Among the new factors that transcend boundaries and threaten to erode
national cohesion, the most perilous are the so-called ‘new risks’: drug traf-
ficking, transnational organised crime, nuclear smuggling, refugee move-
ments, uncontrolled and illegal immigration, and environmental risks.19 These
are not new sources of potential conflict. They all existed to some extent or
another during the Cold War, but were largely subsumed by the threat of mil-
itary conflict between the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) and the
Warsaw Pact countries.

Responding to these threats, especially to wide environmental degradation
in the former communist states, will be an important dimension of preventive
defence. The political and economic costs of environmental degradation and
mismanagement, such as the high disease rates and safety shortcomings in
nuclear plants in the former Soviet Union (FSU), are proving to be formidable
challenges to economic development and stability. The simple recognition of
such problems, however, has not always elicited effective responses from the
international community. Instead, nations have frequently opted to focus their
energies on the more manageable manifestations of pending conflicts, such as
arms build-ups, that result from disagreements between nations over non-
traditional security issues.20 Because Europeans face so many difficult security
challenges, all of which compete for attention and resources, it will be difficult
to tackle these kinds of non-traditional threats. Yet, they cannot simply be
ignored for long: the environmental threats posed by the aging nuclear infra-
structure in CEE and the former Soviet states, inadequate controls over highly
enriched uranium and other nuclear materials (including weapons-grade mate-
rials) in Russia, and the deterioration of nuclear-powered vessels (some of
which literally are rotting in port), could all soon reach crisis proportions.21

Although these problems have not gone unreported, much more needs to be
accomplished if future disasters are to be avoided.
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Refugee movements and illegal immigration represent additional layers of
non-traditional threat to Europe’s security and stability. While the most publi-
cised refugee flows in the past few years have occurred in Central Africa, more
than 800,000 Bosnian refugees remain in Germany and other European states,
and almost 500,000 Albanians have entered Greece and Italy. Many other
refugees have resettled in Europe after fleeing or emigrating from former
colonies. The economic and social burdens these refugees place on government
services have become substantial. As a result, numerous countries in Europe are
beginning to re-examine their immigration policies and enforce more stringent
standards. This could have a destabilising effect on the less economically
advanced European nations and could threaten interstate relations. It could also
lead to domestic unrest if more is not done soon to regulate the flow of refugees
and expedite safe repatriation of those not accepted for long-term residence. In
the interim, Europe is experiencing an increase in crime rates and hate crimes,
any of which could lead to instability and thence to conflict and insecurity.22

These factors, probably as much as the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) (nuclear, chemical and biological), their means of delivery,
and human rights abuses, pose profound challenges to the viability of a new
global order, as they are more than capable of contributing to violence and other
forms of coercion. Contrary to other global challenges (the communications
revolution, water shortages, access to energy resources, financial flows), they call
directly into question the very authority of the state and are therefore poten-
tially, if not openly, subversive. This multifaceted conception of security entails
a multifaceted approach to security itself. While an exclusively state-centred
analysis is capable of illuminating some facets of discord and conflict in the
1990s (e.g., proxy wars and irredentism), it is limited by its one-dimensional
optic: the distribution and character of military power.23 This multifaceted/mul-
tidimensional security concept means that there is no rigid link between a com-
prehensive concept for understanding a new situation and the quality of the
response. On the contrary, a broad concept allows a flexible, tailored policy in
which force is only one of the various means employed.24 In the final analysis,
security is a politically defined concept. It is open to debate whether the widen-
ing of security might be a good or a bad political choice, but security is not
intrinsically a self-contained concept, nor can it be related to military affairs
only. If political priorities change, the nature and means of security will
inevitably follow and adapt to the different areas of political action.25 Security is
also multidimensional, in that individual welfare is more central to policy-
making than it was fifty years ago. Individual security can no longer be satisfied
only through military measures; it needs a multidimensional understanding. As
Politi notes, ‘individual security and international stability are becoming
increasingly interwined and a security threat is anything that hampers any rele-
vant organisation in ensuring individual security’.26 This means that security is
elusive; more than ever, it is embedded in the interaction of localising and glob-
alising forces. The axes of conflict in the shadow of the Cold War will probably
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be more complex, not less, and more difficult to manage. Policies begin to blur
traditional dividing lines, both between jurisdictions and between concepts that
once were discrete.

What does the above discussion mean for the prospects of co-operation in
Europe? Contrary to Mearsheimer’s predictions, and the ever-heightening com-
plexity and unpredictability of world politics, today’s anarchy and multipolarity
do not necessarily undermine such prospects, especially in Europe and the
Atlantic arena. World politics should not be viewed as a historically frozen realm
of power-hungry states, but rather as a dynamic process of interaction among
individuals, groups, states and international institutions, all of which are capa-
ble of adapting their sense of self-interest in response to new information and
changing circumstances. Under the proper conditions and adaptive foreign
policy responses, multipolar systems, not bipolar ones, can produce relatively
greater stability. This observation does not ignore the fact that the multipolar
systems of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries were structurally unstable.
Far from avoiding war, they used it to preserve the essential variables of the
system, primarily the rights of the major powers, in a status of greater or lesser
dynamic equilibrium. The latter was subject to much erosion at the edges and
uncertainty as to the growth and decline of relative power positions. Europe’s
security problématique has changed too much in the 1990s and possible
responses are too different to expect that future security dilemmas will be clones
of those that plagued Europe in the past. In the eighteenth, nineteenth and
much of the twentieth century, the essential action in the global balance of
power had taken place in Europe. Since the end of the Cold War, the European
Continent is no longer necessarily the focus of shifting alignments and multi-
lateral security. A balance of power could still be maintained in Europe but dis-
orderly developments in Asia, the Middle East, and elsewhere, could negatively
affect the stability of the European subsystem. In other words, although a stable
Europe may be a necessary condition for world peace, it is by no means a suffi-
cient one.27 Thus, the connection between multipolarity and European instabil-
ity is rather simplistic, as it is only when bipolarity is combined with other
systemic conditions that European instabilities are exacerbated. In that sense
also, it is not polarity but polarisation that can lead to conflictual situations. And
there is no evidence that such a process will occur in the European subsystem,
at least in the foreseeable future.

On the contrary, as the analysis that follows illustrates, the European pro-
tagonists (the US included), while still part of an anarchical environment, have
not pursued a relatively simple process of behavioural adaptation to post-Cold
War systemic realities. Rather, they have embarked upon a more complex
process of an ab intra redefinition of their identities, roles and, to an extent,
interests, mainly by protecting and on many occasions reinforcing the sui
generis European institutional environment that has proven instrumental in
stabilising their expectations. In one sense, the European ‘model’ represents a
fusion between liberal and realist visions of the international system: it retains
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states as the basic units, but contains the security dilemma within a non-
conflictual, if not co-operative, culture. In this context, the analysis in the
following two sections focuses on the changing roles, structures, power capa-
bilities, strategies and patterns of behaviour of the main actors as a response to
systemic change.

The issue of leadership: the US in the new Europe

Although security concerns have been fundamentally influenced by changes in
the European and international state system and by the reallocation of power on
a structural level, security and defence policies will continue to be defined by
traditional ‘constituent elements’: the Atlantic connection (which will remain of
fundamental importance to Europe even if the US reduces its involvement); inde-
pendent national strategies and choices; and a densely institutionalised environ-
ment. As a result, the internal distribution of roles will probably remain unclear
because of overall systemic uncertainties. The foundations, however, will remain
broadly the same, at least in the short and medium run. Perhaps the most impor-
tant issue is the extent to which American power and behaviour should and could
influence the course of events and the shape of European developments.

What might be called ‘structural heterogeneity’ is one of the main features
of the new international system; it refers to the existence of different interna-
tional structures corresponding to the different kinds of power: military, mon-
etary, trade, industrial, energy, and so on. This formation has given rise to a
major academic debate about US power capabilities. It could be argued that the
present and likely future distribution of capabilities will take new forms in dif-
ferent spheres. The military sphere is dominated by the US and is expected to be
so in the foreseeable future. The economic sphere, on the other hand, is multi-
polar, with a high degree of transnational interdependence and a profound
trend towards power diffusion. This phenomenon has resulted in an even more
significant decline of US effectiveness to ‘arrange things’ according to its own
perception of world order. Viewed in historical perspective, the Europe of the
Cold War was distinctive not so much because it was stable – Europe had expe-
rienced nearly comparable periods of stability before – but because the US was
the linchpin of Europe’s order. That state of affairs became natural to most
Americans actively involved in international affairs, and public opinion polls
suggest that it became part of the US foreign policy landscape.28

Throughout the history of Atlantic relations, the question of ‘leadership
and followership’ has dogged the steps of policy-makers and has constrained the
lines of policy itself. While it might be argued that during the 1950s and 1960s
the sheer preponderance of US power rendered such issues redundant, it was by
no means clear that structural power could eliminate the diversity of national
role conceptions and perceptions of stakes which inevitably underlay the devel-
oping EU–US relations. It was apparent by the 1960s that American leadership
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was often mercurial and increasingly questioned within the US itself, and that
the role of follower was not attractive to some EU members. Perceptions of the
costs and benefits arising from adherence to the Atlantic norm were certainly
not uniform, as shown by the tangled history of trade and monetary relations.
During the 1970s and 1980s, the underlying diversity and contention in this
area became increasingly apparent, although it is open to question how far they
fundamentally modified the structure of Atlantic relations.

It could be argued that with the decline of the US vis-à-vis the Union in
non-military matters, vestiges of American hegemony in EU–US relations
appeared anachronistic. Politically, the Nixonian definition of the US as an
‘ordinary country’ during the early 1970s was disingenuous to say the least, but
it did express an important perception held by US policy-makers and the atten-
tive public: that Americans were asked to sacrifice their natural interests and
instincts for the benefits of their allies (especially those in Europe) who were no
longer incapable of fending for themselves. This perception persisted and has
strongly influenced the spirit in which the development of the Union and its
political presence have been received. Alongside this went the tendency for the
US to attempt periodic redefinitions of the Atlantic relationship and thus, by
implication, relations with the Union and Western Europe more generally. Per-
ceiving the Union as a predominantly regional economic actor, and the Euro-
peans as ‘partial partners’, was indicative of the American unease with
developments in Europe, leading the US to castigate the Europeans for not
acting politically, and then to reprimand them for their more assertive actions
through EPC or other channels. For their part, the Europeans found the role of
followership increasingly irksome as their collective consciousness progressed; a
development fostered, in large measure, by the erratic nature of US leadership
itself. As Featherstone and Ginsberg have put it: ‘The hegemon tried to hold on
to its outdated prerogatives in an increasingly interdependent (as opposed to
dependent) world, while the former client did not initiate a new, more rounded
relationship with its former patron but instead moved toward greater economic
and foreign policy independence from it.’29

The developing security relationship between the US and Western Europe
also reflected the tensions between structure, stakes and role that have been iden-
tified above. One key feature of the 1970s and 1980s was the questioning of the
foundations of US security policies – questions which led to wide oscillations
around the central adherence to multilateral structures; key amongst them,
NATO. Unilateralism and Soviet–American bilateralism cast doubts over the
ability of the US leadership to reflect the needs and aspirations of Western
Europe, from SALT I to Reykjavik and beyond. At the same time, for the US, the
Europeans’ self-identification as a ‘civilian’, if not a ‘civilising’, power was sug-
gesting the very kind of free-riding behaviour which Americans were increas-
ingly ready to identify. Since the late 1980s, EU–US relations have been very
different from any previous period post-1945. In the 1990s, not only did an era
pass but also a way of thinking. As noted elsewhere, profound international
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events have raised questions at the very heart of our understanding of interna-
tional politics. America’s place in the world is debated and old thinking will not
suffice. In 1991, Roberts noted that the specific intellectual agenda within the
debate about US foreign policy after the Cold War is defined by three challenges.30

The first is to evaluate how long-standing policy priorities and instruments carry
over into the new era. The second is to identify new foreign policy issues that have
emerged in the shadow or wake of the Cold War. The third is to pose the larger,
transcendental questions about what the US stands for in the world and what
Americans want to accomplish as a nation. Without answers to these questions,
the evaluation of priorities and policies is sterile and impractical. Not since the
late 1940s has the policy research community faced such an all-encompassing
task. The US cannot simply carry forward the strategies, policies and concepts of
the past into a quite different future. One clear lesson of the 1990s, though, is that
very little concerted international action is indeed possible without American
leadership. The reunification of Germany, the liberalisation of world trade
arrangements, the Gulf War and strong intervention in the former Yugoslavia –
military and otherwise – all required the US to articulate policies, as well as to
convince and sometimes pressure others into joining.

The Gulf War and the admittedly impressive US exhibition of ‘capacity to
go to war’ shows that military power is not obsolete. However, the assumption
that the military victory of the US in the Gulf implies that the US has become
once again ‘hegemonic’ would be simplistic.31 In the twentieth century, the US
was forced to intervene in Europe in order to rescue a faltering balance of power
from aspiring hegemons. The post-Cold War multipolar balance of power,
unlike those of the past, cannot rely on war as a cheap means by which the strong
restrain those who aspire to join the majors’ club. Nuclear and high-technology
weapons make even small-scale wars unacceptably costly for developed democ-
racies. And those weapons will be of limited value in deterring and coercing
non-state actors who engage themselves in micro-wars within and across state
borders.32 Within the subsystem of the advanced capitalist and ever-globalising,
if not already globalised, world, where the Union and the US act and interact
without the presence of the communist threat, the significance of military
strength is being reduced. Threats or promises concerning force are very diffi-
cult to make on issues of trade barriers or macroeconomic policy co-ordination.
Estimates of future power will be more than ever based on the power of state-
supported trade, finance capital, investments and other non-military aspects of
power. The diffusion of effective power resources between the Union and the US
(and Japan) has resulted in power becoming multidimensional and difficult
to exercise. In that respect, the promise contained in President Bush’s concept of
a ‘new world order’ should not be viewed as a new Pax Americana, for no such
US dominance can either be effective or viable in the long run, without support
from international coalitions including West European states. If there is ‘order’,
it will surely not be premised on the primacy of the US alone, save where, as
in the Middle East, military power can still be a major arbiter of events with
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implications far beyond the region.33 The concept of a ‘new world order’ was
born at a time when the US had put together an unprecedented coalition of
states to act for a common purpose. The coalition’s rationale in ‘Operation
Desertstorm’ was not military: the US possessed the necessary capacity of its
own, although it welcomed the efforts of key European allies. Instead, it served
political purposes: to convince Americans that the US was not acting alone to
secure an asset (oil) that was more important to other countries; and to counter
Iraq’s charges that it was championing the cause of the downtrodden against the
‘enemies of Arab people’. Also, the situation in the Soviet Union meant that the
ample US forces still in Europe could be withdrawn without fear.

The coalition’s success does not necessarily set a precedent, however. There
is, in fact, no other place on earth about which so many countries care so much,
because of oil. As Calleo observes: ‘the conditions in the Gulf War did provide a
near perfect occasion to demonstrate American power . . . Militarily and geopo-
litically, however, these were not conditions that could be generalised into a new
American-dominated world order.’34 Likewise, Yugoslavia and the 1998 Iraqi
mass destruction weapons crisis have shown that, important as it may be for the
US to take the lead, it is unlikely that military power alone will be offered as a
solution, at least not without ‘objections’. Europe after the Cold War has new
security problems, with new complex political and economic dimensions for
which the US does not seem well prepared nor much disposed to take the lead
in addressing. Nor did the major Western European powers seem eager to legit-
imise a renewed American hegemony, without some share in the power of deci-
sion in terms of defining problems, suggesting remedies, creating strategies and
assigning roles. The emotional and psychological adjustments that the US faced
in the 1990s is not limited either to changes in the agenda or in the tools most
likely to be prominent in conferring power and influence. By the end of 1990,
the Soviet threat to American and Western European interests had been replaced
by less focused fears of economic and political disruption in Eastern Europe.
One might have thought, on the basis of either ‘balance of power’ or ‘balance of
threat’ theory, that European alignments with the US would have weakened
more than they did in the 1980s. Signs of tensions in EU–US relations over
trade, the international role of the Union, and relations with the East, had begun
to mount in the later years of the Reagan administration. Changes in America’s
relative position in influencing and, to the extent possible, determining great
events had affected its hegemonic role.

This prospect caused confusion regarding America’s post-Cold War role.
The confusion, however, did not express itself with the familiar dichotomy of the
1930s, that is, between imperialism and isolationism. Rather, it reflected the fact
that identifying interests, setting goals and choosing instruments in contempo-
rary US foreign policy had become a more formidable task than ever before.
Kissinger was quick to point out that the end of the Cold War, in a manner sim-
ilar to the end of Second World War, has produced a great temptation to recast
the international system in America’s image.35 Kissinger, however, rejects the
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notion of a ‘unipolar’ or ‘one-superpower’ world, as power has become more
diffuse and America’s ability to shape the rest of the world has actually
decreased.36 This means that the American exceptionalism, which was the basis
for a Wilsonian foreign policy, appears less relevant for the coming years. For
Kissinger, the nineteenth-century concept of ‘balance of power’ is the way for-
ward for the US, whose foreign policy-makers have to articulate a notion of the
national interest that is served by the maintenance of an equilibrium in Europe
and in Asia, as America cannot ‘remedy every wrong and stabilise every disloca-
tion’. But at the same time, it cannot afford to ‘confine itself to the refinement of
its domestic virtues’ because that would lead to American security and prosper-
ity being dependent upon decisions made by others, of which the US would pro-
gressively lose control.37 Kissinger’s preference for a ‘Congress of Vienna’-like
framework for American post-Cold War strategy says little about how the US
and the rest of the major international players (Europe, Russia, China and Japan)
will achieve this kind of interaction in the world arena, when their governments
and societies are facing enormous challenges domestically. As Miller has indi-
cated, ‘state-to-state balancing is also more complicated when there are no
significant adversarial relationships among these five. Such balancing provides
no guidance when non-state actors and functional topics crowd agendas.’38

Nevertheless, the US has attempted to make its policies compatible with its
relative decline in power and the expansion and globalisation of interdepen-
dence, but this process of change has been undermined by a lack of strategic
vision. Adopting a realist perspective, Krasner argues that US behaviour is con-
strained by its own capabilities and the distribution of power in the international
system.39 The external environment will inevitably pressure the US to move
towards congruity between commitments and capabilities. In short, because the
US is the main loser (in relation to its Western European allies) from structural
change in world politics, it is bound to adjust its foreign policy behaviour. There
has been, therefore, an undercurrent of disorientation in American foreign
policy resulting from difficulties in translating the abstract of military might into
actual political success. Having claimed credit for winning the Cold War, US
policy-makers have been faced with the equally daunting task of managing
peace. Building constructive relations among all the emerging great powers has
been a challenge exacerbated by the co-existence of military and economic com-
petition. Because both the issues as well as the hierarchy of power are different
in each of these spheres, solutions on one level are likely to pose problems on the
other and vice versa.

Although international policy co-ordination was never more difficult, there
is evidence to support the thesis that the US foreign policy-making elites are
attempting to craft policy by pursuing a strategy that promotes American power,
position and primacy in order to enhance the capacity of the US to exercise influ-
ence abroad. The issue here is one of continuity and/or change. American
actions in the Gulf (both in the early 1990s and in 1997–98), Somalia, Haiti,
the Korean Peninsula and Yugoslavia, although problematic and incoherent,
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represented the continuation of Washington’s commitment to an active interna-
tional agenda, even without a geopolitical and ideological rival. A global foreign
policy inspired by Realpolitik efforts to prevent other states from ‘renationalis-
ing’ their foreign and security policies is a clear manifestation of continuity. This
policy framework is based on the conviction that America’s prosperity depends
on the preservation of an interdependent global political economy, and that the
precondition for economic interdependence is the geopolitical stability and reas-
surance that flows from US security commitments. Policies of renationalisation
would destroy this reassurance and stability upon which US interests are pre-
sumed to rest. The assumption is that, if Washington cannot or will not solve
others’ problems for them, the world order strategy will collapse. Compelled to
provide for their own security, others would have to emerge as great or regional
powers and behave as independent geopolitical actors.40

This American globalism, then, is compatible with a set of principles that
have come to be associated with world order, stability and, hence, vital US inter-
ests. Three principal objectives remained as they had for forty years: to maintain
a strong European defence capacity, led by the US; to encourage a process of
European integration that remained compatible with a ‘US-made’ liberal inter-
national political economy; and to continue global liberalisation of trade and
investment on terms favourable to American interests. To attain all three objec-
tives, the US had to maintain a strong influence in Europe, and either co-
operation on economic and security issues had to be mutually reinforcing or, at
worst, conflicts in one area (especially economic) had to be prevented from con-
taminating relations in the other. The fact that the US sought to institutionalise
its relationship with the Union almost at the same time as the collapse of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) talks in 1990 is a case in point.
The 1990 Transatlantic Declaration can be interpreted as the institutional recog-
nition of the changing nature of the EU–US relationship, in which the US is
coming to terms with its reduced capability to influence EU behaviour within
the old and outdated structures of the ‘hegemonic era’. The Declaration not only
formalised pre-existing linkage processes between the two, but it also confirmed
the weakening of US leverage. Growing and intensifying interdependence forced
the US to seek to formalise the process of co-operation with the Union, in the
face of important changes both within the Union – the completion of the single
market programme, the Maastricht process (especially EMU) and further
reforms to accommodate prospective enlargements – and in the new Eastern
Europe. The Declaration was an important, though modest, step in the direc-
tion of ‘re-fashioning’ EU–US political relations.

The ancillary objectives of US foreign policy in Europe also displayed a
degree of continuity: to secure European support, where possible, for American
actions outside Europe (e.g., in the Gulf), and to avoid increased financial or
military obligations on the Continent. Fiscal pressures in the US made the latter
objective even more important and reinforced American interest in European
initiatives for greater burden-sharing in defence, preserving at the same time the
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centrality of NATO with a new command structure, albeit at lower force levels.
American attitudes towards increased European defence co-operation had
always been ambivalent, with the US willing to see greater co-operation in order
to reduce its own burden, but not to the point of undercutting NATO. That is
why the American reaction to the Franco-German initiative of reviving the
WEU as an exclusively European defence capability was one of concern. How-
ever, the policy outcome of Maastricht, Amsterdam and Berlin, which left the
WEU subordinate to NATO, the inability of the Union to develop a common
position on the Gulf and Yugoslav crises, and the de facto effective co-operation
of the US, Britain and France in the Gulf War, diminished American concerns
about NATO’s role, even though it played no official part in out-of-area crises
(until 1994 in the former Yugoslavia). The issue here is that the decline of Amer-
ican hegemony does not suggest that American leadership is on the wane. To
be sure, the US overall material capabilities and power position have declined
significantly since the early postwar years. But the political institutions and
structures of relations that were built under American sponsorship after the
Second World War still provide channels and routines of co-operation. America
will not (and probably cannot) play the leadership role it did a generation ago,
but that leadership has been reinvented in the form of a dense set of institutional
and transnational linkages among major actors and regions in the world. Con-
flicts and disputes are as ubiquitous as ever, but they have become more domes-
ticated and contained. Ikenberry summarises this argument most succinctly:

Those who believe that American leadership is unlikely, if not impossible, look at
past cases, particularly the end of World War II and a mythical version of the nine-
teenth century, to argue that the necessary conditions are missing: the hegemony
needs overwhelming power, a clear purpose, and a large reservoir of political will.
The error in the reasoning is not in failing to see that these factors are absent, but
rather in failing to understand that they are not necessary in the current conditions,
which call for a quite different kind of influence that relies on different instruments
and that can thrive in the absence of these factors.41

While the actual record of US foreign policy in the late 1990s had by no
means been a great showcase of global or Western leadership, the habits and
institutional foundations of American leadership were still in place. For Iken-
berry, the widespread worry about the end of US leadership is partly a result of
a misunderstanding of what leadership is and the changing conditions in which
it must operate. If leadership means the ability to foster co-operation and com-
monality of social purpose among states as well as the ability to reinforce insti-
tutionalisation at a systemic level, then American leadership and its institutional
creations will long outlast the decline of its postwar position of military and eco-
nomic dominance; and it will outlast the foreign policy stumbling of particular
US administrations.42 In this regard, the far-flung political institutions, rules,
norms and relations that the US built during the Cold War are still in place, and
these overall macro-structures can be seen to work despite the steady decline in
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America’s hegemonic position and the failings of its leaders. Indeed, the overall
US-shaped system is still in place. It is this macropolitical system, a legacy of
American power and its liberal polity, that remains crucial in generating agree-
ment in the post-Cold War international relations.

Brzezinski goes further in arguing that American global power is exercised
through a global system of distinctively American design that mirrors the
domestic American experience.43 Although America’s international pre-
eminence unavoidably evokes similarities with earlier imperial systems, the dif-
ferences are more essential. They go beyond the question of territorial scope. As
the imitation of American ways gradually pervades the world, it creates a more
congenial setting for the exercise of the indirect and seemingly consensual
American hegemony. And as in the case of the domestic American system, that
hegemony involves a complex structure of interlocking institutions and proce-
dures, designed to generate consensus and obscure asymmetries in power and
influence. American global supremacy is thus buttressed by an elaborate system
of alliances and coalitions that literally span the globe.44 As Nye and Keohane
have commented, American influence in Europe was greater in the 1990s than
during the 1980s.45 During the Cold War, international institutions such as
NATO, GATT, and the Union were essential instruments in the implementation
of American global strategy. The US successfully sought to prevent further loss
of influence by maintaining a congenial political–economic order in Europe.
Successful institutions tend to create interests that support them: even if NATO
and GATT could not have been formed ab initio under the conditions of the
1990s, they were able to persist under these conditions.46 Although the Bush
administration implemented a 25 per cent reduction in the US force structure,
including a sharp cutback of American troops in Europe under strong Congres-
sional pressure to cut the defence budget in the spring of 1990, it succeeded in
maintaining the centrality of NATO in European defence and was, by and large,
able to keep US policy, preferences and interests intact. NATO remained central
to the American internationalist strategy post-Cold War, and emphasis on the
alliance was consistent with the US position throughout the Cold War years. By
adapting NATO doctrine and structure, and by fending off French efforts to
replace it as the central focus for the organisation of defence, the US was able to
maintain its long-standing interest in NATO as the central focus for European
defence, and thus to maintain its own influence as a central participant in the
European security debate. Also, continuing US support for greater European
integration must be interpreted as a realisation that the Union can act as a sta-
bilising force in Western Europe and a catalyst for smooth democratic transition
in the East. It is interesting, as the following section shows, that even the EU
member states chose ‘institutionalisation’ as a response to systemic transforma-
tion: Germany sought to use institutions to reassure its neighbours as it regained
a central role in Europe, and Britain tried to retain institutions such as NATO
that magnified its influence. Washington viewed reliance on a web of interna-
tional institutions (especially NATO) as the best way to preserve a strong
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position in the tactical bargaining with both Russia and West European powers.
The process of institutional adaptation which has been the outcome of interstate
bargaining is at the heart of the new European security architecture.

The post-11 September 2001 context

Nobody can credibly deny the fact that the terrorist attacks against the US have
in effect ushered in a new era in international politics. The priorities of interna-
tional relations, the nature of regional politics, the shape of political alliances,
the driving purpose of US foreign policy, the nature of international cleavages,
the evolving role of military forces and the risks of WMD were all affected by the
epoch-making events. The terrorist attacks have altered the Western strategic
threshold but they have not really challenged the American position in the
world, although the impact on the US strategy debate is profound. In terms of
international distribution of power, the overall international security paradigm
remained reasonably clear-cut. The US occupies a dominant place in the post-
Cold War international system, especially in those aspects of the system dealing
with national and international security. Again, one clear lesson of the Afghan-
istan campaign – like Bosnia and Kosovo – is that all major post-Cold War
‘strategic projects and challenges’ require effective US leadership.

In the campaign against international terorism, the US – once more – took
the lead. By exercising its right of self-defence, it built a varied coalition in
support of that right and has sought to develop a strategy to defeat terrorism
with a global reach. A new strategic era has thus dawned. The US has a newly
defined enemy, which is neither the old Soviet Union nor a, potentially, resur-
gent China, but international terrorism and terrorist sponsored states.47 The
pursuit and defeat of these enemies has become the overarching goal of US
President G. W. Bush and his administration. It has, therefore, become a defin-
ing feature of international relations today. Countries formerly having difficult
relations with the US, ranging from Russia, to Pakistan, to Iran, have an oppor-
tunity to develop a new strategic framework for themselves. New relationships,
even alliances, will be built on the campaign against global terrorism, and these
may endure well into the future. These radical and, in large measure, structural
changes in the international political scene will have a considerable impact
on the domestic context in which foreign policy is being conducted. Grand
strategy, in the difficult circumstances of the ever-globalising information age,
has returned to the fore with the US adopting a strategy of large-scale coalition-
building.

Indeed, American diplomacy, since 11 September 2001, has been predicated
on the need to build a large coalition of sorts, in order to fight the campaign
against terrorism on many fronts and by employing a multitude of means. It is
a coalition of sorts, because it is essentially one of variable geometry. Britain has
been involved from the outset in all elements of the campaign; broad political
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support, direct military involvement, military assistance, intelligence sharing,
co-operation on financial controls, collaboration in UN Security Council
(UNSC) diplomacy, co-ordination of national diplomatic efforts, development
of long-term geopolitical strategy (and capacity for co-ordinated action),
humanitarian and refugee policy, consultation on macroeconomic dimensions
and sundry work. Other countries are involved in a subset of these activities.
Moreover, the coalition is not merely led by the US but cannot be much influ-
enced by others precisely because it is of such varied and inconsistent participa-
tion. These realities mean that there has been no major change, despite what
some have suggested, in the instincts that animate the present US administra-
tion of G. W. Bush. Despite the latter’s decision to pay United Nations (UN)
dues and consult widely, US foreign policy has not embraced multilateral diplo-
macy in the traditional meaning of the phrase, nor found a new affection for
international treaties. Indeed, the anti-terrorist campaign shows that the US
has been adapting a more traditionalist view of international politics and taking
harsher judgements about the relevance to its own security of actual or pro-
posed international instruments and will be more, rather than less, vigorous
in ensuring that it is not constrained by them when it seeks to act in self-defence.
This could lead to a zero-sum struggle for power between the US and those that
could threaten its territory, allies, friends or interests. According to Daalder,
‘this is a view . . . that places military–security issues on the top of the US
foreign policy agenda and focuses on threats to security as the main rationale for
American engagement abroad’.48

At the level of scholarly debate, after the tragedy of 11 September, a stream
of analysts were quick to criticise Fukuyama’s ‘end of history’ thesis.49 Rather
emphatically, some went as far as to declare that history has only taken a break or
even that that was the end of the end of history! For his part, Fukuyama
responded by saying that such an unprecedented attack on thousands of civilian
lives constituted in itself a historical event, while pointing out that the way in
which he used the word ‘History’ in 1989 referred to the progress of humankind
toward modernity, namely the institutions of liberal democracy and capitalism,
in that it was difficult at the time to discern a viable alternative type of civilisation
that people wanted to live in after the demise of communism, monarchy, fascism
and the like. Such views were opposed by Huntington who, by dismissing the idea
of a single global system (or of world-wide progress toward it), pointed out that
the world was mired in a ‘clash of civilisations’, with several major groups,
defined in cultural terms, constituting the new fractures of world conflict.50 In
particular, although he admits to the emergence of non-state actors on the global
scene, holding however that nation-states will remain the most powerful actors
in world affairs, Huntington argued that conflict will continue to occur within
civilisations, but also that the most dangerous conflicts of all will occur on the
fault-lines between civilisations. His The Clash of Civilisations, however, may well
have raised the question of the cultural dimension of security, in that the ‘clash’
occurs along the lines of religiously inspired militancy against Western liberal
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values, but missed the underlying causes of Islamic resurgence itself, as it
was obsessed with the cultural symbols or the retrieval of collective historical
memories. A related criticism to his work was that, by rewriting Muslim history,
he failed to encourage intelligent dialogue between the two opposing cultures,
thus fostering fragmentation and prolonging historical stereotypes.

Fukuyama, on the other hand, sees the end of the Cold War as evidence of
the triumph of liberal democracy over any oppressive and/or authoritarian type
of regime: liberalism, in short, reigns triumphantly as the only remaining ideol-
ogy. While Fukuyama admits that certain internal conflicts exist within liberal-
ism, for instance, among classes, he dismisses these conflicts on the grounds that
they are manageable. Conflict is central to his view of the future of international
politics, its most important sources being ideological. Although he posits two
possible ideological challenges to liberalism – religion and nationalism – he dis-
misses the threat posed by religion by claiming that religion is ill-suited to the
realm of politics, suggesting at the same time that the liberal political process
may help to resolve nationalistic tensions. In both cases, Fukuyama’s faith in lib-
eralism is overly optimistic. Irrespective of whom of the two wins the argument
– and it is too early to even speculate on that – it is worth noting that, although
they both see religion as threatening either the so-called ‘Western civilisation’ or
for that matter ‘liberalism’ as its major constitutive feature, each seems to be
employing a rather different approach. More specifically, Huntington rejects
ideology and focuses on culture, while Fukuyama emphasises ideology. The fact
that these apparently different perspectives lead to similar insights is not coinci-
dental, as both theorists find religion as an inherently non-rational, pre-modern
phenomenon. Yet, the question persists: is there a distinction to be drawn
between, on the one hand, a generalised image of modernity based on an evo-
lutionary model projected by the West to the outside world and, on the other,
the way in which the institutions of modernity – formal and informal, political
and economic – are sufficiently enough developed or indeed well enough estab-
lished to be exported (at any rate of success) to non-Western polities? Be that as
it may, we claim that such a distinction is of relevance to developing a more pen-
etrating understanding of the form – or, better, forms – Western ‘domination’
currently takes in global politics, as well as to the very process of theorising,
albeit mostly at the normative level, whether or not Western-style liberalism has
reached a posthistorical stage. Before we bring this problématique to a close,
Fukuyama’s observations on the endurance of modernity post-11 September
2001, merit our attention:

We remain at the end of history because there is only one system that will continue
to dominate world politics, that of the liberal-democratic West. This does not imply
a world free of conflict, nor the disappearance of culture as a distinguishing charac-
teristic of societies . . . But the struggle we face is not the clash of several distinct
and equal cultures struggling amongst one another like the great powers of 19th-
century Europe. The clash consists of a series of rearguard actions from societies
whose traditional existence is indeed threatened by modernisation. The strength of
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the backlash reflects the severity of this threat. But time and resources are on the
side of modernity, and I see no lack of a will to prevail in the United States today.51

European national visions, preferences and strategies

In the framework already described, the process of systemic transformation
lends new salience to the factors outlined in this chapter. In the first place, the
notions of leadership and followership in EU–US relations, based on the learn-
ing of the past fifty years, demand redefinition if not reconstruction. Within
Europe, the leadership role in many areas seems at last partly to be falling to the
Union, either by default or by design. For example, in 1989 the US and the EU
were the major actors in establishing a co-ordinated Western response to the
collapse of communism in Eastern Europe. The Western Economic Summit in
Paris in July 1990 agreed on a programme to aid Poland and Hungary, with the
Union acting as the chief co-ordinator. The European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development (EBRD) began operating in 1991, in part to service the pro-
gramme. The initial subscribed capital of the Bank was ECU 10 billion, borne
by thirty-nine nations plus the EU institutions. Just over half the Bank’s capital
was committed by the twelve EU nations (45 per cent) and the EU institutions
(6 per cent) combined. The US contribution was 10 per cent.52 The programme
was later extended to cover Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Germany (prior to
German reunification), (former) Yugoslavia and Romania.

However, the overall picture of the Union’s role after the Cold War is much
more complex and challenging. The war in the former Yugoslavia revived visions
of a Europe racked by discord and ancient rivalries.53 For the Union, the conflict
exposed its lack of unity and will to act as a custodian of European security. The
important issue here is the fact that the Balkan conflict has sapped the Union’s
confidence and undermined its credibility, thus contributing to the crumbling of
popular support for the TEU, which was already diminishing as a result of the
economic recession of the late 1980s and early 1990s. The eventual ratification
of the Treaty did not repair the image of the Union as incapable of shouldering
the responsibility of acting as the principal stabiliser in a meta-communist Euro-
pean context. At the same time, the Union’s evolution and search for a role were,
and still are, burdened by the reality of a reunified Germany, which threatens the
tacit bargain that has been at the heart of European integration: Germany’s
acceptance of French political leadership in the Union, in return for a prepon-
derant voice on economic affairs. Germany was thus tied to the West through US
leadership on security matters within the NATO structure and French leadership
on political issues within the Union. In the 1990s, Germany was suddenly trans-
formed from a middle power contained in a variety of constraining structures
and institutions into a major player, given its new size, economic might and
geostrategic location in the new Europe. As Hoffmann asserts, ‘within the EC,
the relative equilibrium among the “big three” – France, the Federal Republic,
and Britain – has broken in Germany’s favor’.54
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Mearsheimer argues that nationalism, German reunification and the likely
reduction of American involvement in Europe will lead to intensified political
rivalry and conflict among the major European powers, essentially as a result of
the persistence of anarchy and multipolarity.55 Yet, breaking out of this kind of
realist straitjacket, it should be noted that the existence of international institu-
tions shows that anarchy does not necessarily prevent co-operation.56 In the
absence of institutional stabilisers such as the Union and NATO, multipolarity
and nationalism could be fatal, as the First World War demonstrated. In a case
such as this, expectations play a crucial role. States and leaders will expect con-
flict and seek to protect themselves through self-help, and by seeking relative
gains the potential of conflict will increase. International institutions, however,
exist, in large measure, because they facilitate self-interested co-operation by
reducing uncertainty and, hence, by stabilising expectations.57 Post-unification
German policies, like those employed post-1945, are closely linked to interna-
tional institutions. A united Germany did not revert to old-fashioned nation-
state manoeuvring. Genscher regarded his ‘policy of responsibility’ as a practice
beyond the traditional balance of power politics.58 This does not imply that Ger-
many does not pursue what it perceives as its national interests (see the former
Yugoslavia), only that it demonstrates a clear preference for co-operation forg-
ing multilateral structures like the Union, WEU, NATO or the Organisation on
Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE). The account of Anderson and
Goodman shows that the German post-Cold War strategies reflected the instru-
mental role of these institutions for a German policy that depended on reassur-
ing both adversaries and allies.59 As in the half-century since 1945, it is crucial
for Germany to remain a reliable partner, ready, willing and able to shoulder
responsibilities with its allies. To remain an influential partner Germany must
fulfil its international obligations. A strengthened multilateralism in the Euro-
pean security environment is of vital importance for Germany, which not only
has more neighbours than any other European nation, but lies on the dividing
line between the affluent West and the fledgling democracies in CEE. It was,
therefore, in Germany’s interest to promote both integration and ever closer co-
operation in NATO and the Union, while simultaneously stabilising Central and
Eastern Europe. Germany had a vital interest in keeping the US involved in
European security affairs through a transformed and reinvigorated NATO, and
a WEU organically linked to the former.

For France, the demise of the Cold War order provided a test for the valid-
ity of a set of assumptions and attitudes towards European security, which have
constituted the French security model for almost three decades.60 The French
reaction has been one of confusion and ambiguity. French policies have been
mostly dictated by immediate perceptions and concerns, particularly those
dealing with German reunification and its consequences. The most striking fea-
ture of these policies has been the French preference for deepening European
integration as the best response to new systemic challenges. The implicit motive
was that further integration would alleviate the risk of a hegemonic Germany.
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But faithful to its Gaullist tradition, French foreign policy has also attempted to
preserve a degree of independence. According to Hoffmann, ‘it is the difficult
combination of anxiety about Germany and worry about French independence
which explains the subtleties and contradictions of France’s European policy’.61

While the deepening of integration was seen by French elites as the best way to
restrain Germany’s ‘operational sovereignty’, the very same process was seen as
potentially leading to a situation in which Germany might dominate the insti-
tutions designed for its containment. The dilemma for French policy-makers
was over integration and independence. The idea of an ‘organic link’ between
the WEU and the Union as independent from NATO as possible, while allowing
space for the preservation of French military independence, proved impossible
to realise, and led to unsuccessful initiatives and inconsistent attitudes. It is
indicative of the French confusion and inconsistency that while the rhetoric
used had a strong federalist colouring, the proposals submitted in the IGCs of
1990/91 and 1996/97 were compatible with intergovernmental premises. French
policy thus allowed the US to rally Britain and Germany behind the reform of
NATO’s force structure, which was endorsed in June 1991. The British plan that
prevailed increased the role of the Europeans (minus France) within NATO,
especially through the creation of a rapid reaction force integrated in NATO’s
command structure.62 While the British position was consistent with the basic
principle of keeping the US involved in Europe, what kept Germany from
endorsing the French ‘vision’ over NATO was not only the stabilising role of the
Alliance in Europe as well as its attraction to Eastern European governments,
but also France’s own reluctance to abandon its autonomy for the construction
of a truly collective European security system.

For Britain, the most important objective in the post-Wall period has been
to preserve its ‘special relationship’ with the US. The view has been that NATO
is the best vehicle for the preservation of the US commitment to Europe, which
was viewed as essential to European security. Moreover, the continuation of US
involvement was seen by London as the best way to neutralise the threat that
German reunification presented to the European balance of power and, hence,
to Britain’s position. Britain perceived NATO as the conditio sine qua non of the
post-Cold War settlement. Britain insisted throughout the ‘2 plus 4’ negotia-
tions that a unified Germany would have to be a NATO member and that NATO
should remain the linchpin of European security. Throughout the Cold War,
British defence policy had become so integrated with NATO policy that it was
difficult to separate the two.63 In the mid-1990s, the British view started shifting
towards supporting moves to strengthen a European pillar in security and
defence. However, this did not signal a fundamental change in British attitudes.
For Britain:

NATO must remain the bedrock of Europe’s security and its capabilities should not
be duplicated. However, we also need a stronger WEU so that European countries
can take on their proper share of the burden and act effectively in situations in
which the US may not wish to be involved . . . We need to take high-level decisions
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of policy and military action involving Western European countries at summit level.
That would keep co-operation on an intergovernmental basis, and not on the basis
of Community competence.64

This seemingly new British approach has been the result of US reluctance to
become involved in issues that do not constitute vital American interests, and of
the need to work out ways that foreign policy decisions by the Fifteen can be
translated into defence action by the WEU. For Britain, this will not mean a
European army or for that matter duplication of NATO. As Douglas Hurd has
observed, ‘some things will not change. Defence against invasion – defence
of our vital interests: these are NATO’s essential tasks. But Europeans can and
must respond to other demands in Europe and beyond: peace keeping, crisis
management, humanitarian operations, sanctions enforcement.’65

The foregoing discussion shows that European national responses to the
end of the Cold War were conditioned by the highly institutionalised European
environment. Not only that, but European governments promoted ‘institution-
alisation’, albeit in different forms (adaptation, reform, consolidation, etc.).
This, however, does not mean that institutions have dictated policies. Rather,
they have been used to accommodate national interests and to promote national
power and policy preferences in well-known co-operative frameworks. It should
not escape our attention that national positions and policies reflect deeper
antitheses, which relate to fragile balances, national visions and external orien-
tations and interests, both within and outside the EU system. These antitheses
derive from the lack of homogeneity of geopolitical perspectives, differing con-
cepts or evaluations of external threat and differing national strategies. The
result has been a divergence among fundamental interests and, consequently,
the development of divergent national strategic orientations and foreign policy
preferences and approaches.

Entering into the security realm is not uncontroversial considering that the
Union for a long time professed to be a ‘civilian power’, lacking military might
and ambitions in the military sphere. The European political system on the ‘high
politics’ level is still fragmented into nation-state units, which, throughout its
history, either used intergovernmental co-operation with participation in the
Atlantic Alliance or developed bilateral co-operation, like France and Germany.
This means that the European countries have almost always had the will to inte-
grate trade and economic policies, but not to abandon their authority and auton-
omy in the vital areas of security and defence, which allow them to behave as
independently as possible in the international system. The European defence
system was built – at both collective and national levels – on the basis of an
‘Atlantic’ rather than a ‘European’ logic. The presence of the US in Europe
‘undermined’ the need for excessive defence armaments, thus eliminating the
systemic causes of past European conflicts. The historical significance of the US
presence lies in the fact that it contained the traditional competitive and con-
flictual tendencies in Europe as well as a developed network of Euro-American
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institutions and processes, within which defence and security policies were inter-
nationalised. What should be clear is that American involvement and the Soviet
threat led to ‘Atlanticism’ rather than the ‘Europeanisation’ of defence. The reac-
tions of the major European powers to the tidal changes of the 1990s are testa-
ment to this thesis. The calls for a more autonomous European defence system
that could be subject to supranational processes should not ignore national
strategies and preferences. Successful implementation of the CFSP, as well as of a
common defence policy, will continue to depend, as the Amsterdam outcome
clearly showed, less on legal obligations and more on favourable political and
strategic variables and factors in the European regional and global arenas.

In that context, implementation of the decisions made at Maastricht and
Amsterdam could not only be painful but may actually dampen European for-
eign policy activism and threaten the whole acquis communautaire. Joint secu-
rity policies backed by military options are likely to be possible only when all the
member states’ interests are under threat. Alternatively, they might refuse to
comply with the agreed guidelines. Amsterdam revealed that a modern Euro-
pean strategy document is not easy to write, given the very different foreign
policy traditions of the different EU members and the uncertainty of the con-
temporary world. What treaty reforms have done in the 1990s is to identify
defence as essential to EU construction. In such a context, a common security
organisation becomes a means to a compelling political end. Given this, imper-
ative practical issues such as military planning, command structures, effective-
ness and efficiency are in danger of becoming subordinate considerations. This
is against all historical experience. The history of international relations since
the Greek–Persian Wars has showed that states band together to meet perceived
security threats; they do not forge defence structures to achieve a preconceived
political federation. The implementation of Amsterdam stands this logic on its
head. The accelerated move to create a more than intergovernmental defence
regime as an (implicit) precondition for eventual political union seems to
ignore the fact that no functional equivalent to US strategic leadership exists in
Europe, nor is one likely to emerge in the foreseeable future. Moreover, regimes
should not be viewed as progenitors of regional security communities that sup-
plant national governments. This outcome is highly improbable and might in
the end prove to be dangerous. If states perceive that regimes are being con-
structed around and under them, they are apt to withdraw their co-operation,
with adverse consequences for peace and stability in Europe. Instead, the
regime-building process should draw from states their common interests in
redefining the terms of an interstate security community in Europe, recognising
non-state actors as critical supports for the process.

Moreover, successful regime-building requires identification and definition
of the threat. NATO experience has shown that there is a linear relationship
between the internal cohesion of an alliance and the way in which members per-
ceive external threats and challenges. The nature of European interstate rela-
tions post-1989 has changed to such an extent that the definition of a specific
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and identifiable threat is very difficult. The Soviet threat has been replaced by a
complex of fluid and ‘secondary’ dangers: local or regional instability, civil and
identity-based conflicts, revisionist tendencies in the regional subsystems,
nuclear proliferation, and even potential resurrection of past dangers such as
nationalist groups and parties in Russia. Failure of EU members to define the
nature and character of post-Cold War threats could not only undermine
attempts to transform the CFSP into ‘defence policy’, but could endanger the
integration process in other fields. The evolution of the European security insti-
tutional map in the 1990s confirmed that the compelling task was not to create
structures that derive from member states’ compulsions to assuage anxieties
about the future, which will erode further the EU’s credibility in defence and
foreign policy by ignoring the heterogeneity of the European system, but to ren-
ovate the transatlantic security arrangements by shifting from a US-led system
to a multilateral and more EU-involved one. It should be noted once more that
‘institutionalisation’ was chosen as the principled European security policy: the
Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE), the Confidence- and Security-
Building Measures (CSBMs) agreements, the Paris Charter, the creation of the
North Atlantic Co-operation Council (NACC), the strengthening of the Con-
ference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE)/OSCE’s conflict pre-
vention and peacekeeping machinery, NATO’s ‘Partnership for Peace’ (PfP)
initiative, together with the decisions taken in Berlin for a European Security
and Defence Identity (ESDI) and a Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF), and in
Madrid for NATO’s enlargement, have already laid the foundations of a new co-
operative security order in place. It is to these developments that we now turn,
in an attempt to yield some further insights into the institutional and political
evolution of European foreign, security and defence policy.
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